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its easy to claim that there is no anarchist 

‘movement in North America. This claim fnces 
,;¢ One from having to examine the nature‘ of that 
movement and what one’s role is in it. But & network 
of publications, bookstores, anarchist households, 
squats, gatherings and corrcspondcnce connecting 
those with anti-capitalist, anti-statist perspectives most 
certainly docs exist. It has crystallized into a subcul- 
turc with its mores, rituals and symbols of “rebellion.” 
But can a subculture create free individuals capable 
of making the lives they desire? The anarchist subcul- 
ture certainly hasn't. | hope to explore why in this 
article. , . 

The anarchist subculture certainly does encompass 
apparently rebellious activity, historical cxploration, 
social analysis (thcory), creative play and explorations 
into self-liberalion. But these do not cxist as an 
integrated praxis aimed at understanding society and 
opening possibilities for us to create our lives for 
ourselves, but rather as social roles, occasionally 


anarchist historical material scems to serve a myth- 
making p ,otating berves, mastyrs and modcls | 
to mitate. But al! of these models have failed in 
orating more than temporary anarchic situations. 


. This should, at the very least, lead to a questioning of 


overlapping, but mostly scparate which function , 


mainly .to, maintain :themselvcs and the subculture 
which creatcs them and which thcy, in tum, create. 

- Politically correct militants dominate radical action 
inthis subculture. They deny the nccd for social 
analysis. After all, the issues have already been laid 
out ‘by left liberals—feminism, gay lib, anti-racism, 
animal lib, ecology, socialism, opposition to war—add 
a dash of anti-statism and, by god, it's anarchism! 
Well, ain't it? To guarantee that no one can*doubt 
their anarchist credentials, anarchist militants will be 
sure to shout the loudest at demonstrations, burn a 
few Mags and be prepared to battle cops, fascists and 
RCPers whenever possible. What they won't do is 
analyze their activitics or their role as militants to sce 


‘they are mercly playing its loyal opposition, reinforc- 
ing it by reinforcing their own role within its specta- 
cle. Thcir refusal of analysis has allowed many of 
them to delude themselves into belicving that they are 
part of a mass movement of rebellion which must be 
converted to anarchism. Bul no such mass movement 
exists on this continent, and the activities of the 
militants are mainly a letting off of steam in rituals of 
opposition that only rcinforce their place in the 
anarchist subculture. ; 
Anarchist historiaas are mostly professors, publish- 
ers and bookstore opcrators, interesicd io keeping 
information about anarchist history available. Most of 
these people are well-mcaning, but they fail to apply 
critical analysis to their histories. The vast majority of 


how and why they failed that goes beyond the simplis- 
tic claim that they were crushed by the authorities. 
The lack of such analyses has rendered anarchist 
history. largely uscless to present struggles againsi 
authooty, turning it instead into the same thing for 


* the anarchist subculture that mainstream history is for 


society al large, a myth that upholds the present order 
of things. 

Certain anti-autboriiarian theorists have intcllectu- 
ally. attacked the most basic underpinnings of socicty 
in.ways that reveal their role in our domestication. 
The theorists’ examination of these things has cven 
led some of them to drop the label anarchist,” though 


their rejection” of authority and connection to the 
subculture through their writings and fricndships 
continues their role within it. And for all the depth of 
their intellectual exploration, a certain Icvel of work 
refusal, shoplifting and minor vandalism sccms to be 
the sum of their practice. Because they do nol explore 
practical ways of expressing rebellion against: the 
totality of domination revealed by their critiques, 
these criliqucs lose their edge as radical theory and 
seem. more like philosophy. No longer being a tool 
for active rebellion, their thought instead becomes a 
means of defining the intellectual edge of anarchic 
thought, a means by which to determine whether an 
idea is radical enough. In this way, the role of the 
inteUcctual is perpetuated in the anarchist subculturc. 

Creative play has also beco specialized within the 


AS | , € “; subculture. Forgetting the critique which calls for the 
if thcy are really in any way undermining society or if - 


superscssion of art through spontancous, creative, frec 
play by everyone, mail artists, performance artists and 
“anti-artists” claim this category as their own, destroy- 
iog spontancity and freedom, and valorizing the 
activity as art. Many of the activities of these people 
—festivals, wild poetry readings, improvisational nvisc 
jam sessions and interactive theater-—can be a lot of 
fuo and are worth participating in on that Icvel, but, 
placed within the framework of art, their subversive 
bite is dulled. In valorizing creativity, these artists 
have made it more important to “be creative’ than to 
have fun, and have reduccd their critiquc to the level 
of whether somcthing cao be utilized in creating art. 
The creative process is rccuperated into a form of 
productive labor making works of art. Play is trans 
formed into nerfarmance Act Wf Anen..- 


become spectacles in mail-art shows. Subversion is 
recuperated by socicty as art. Ignoring the fact that: 
arts a social and cultura) catcgory, anarchic artists 
claim that art opposes culture, but their activities 
create for them the role of cultural workers within the 
anarchist subculture. 

When the situationists said that revolutionary praxis 
needed to become therapcutic,they had no idea that 
certain North Amcrican anarchists would find ways to 
wed this and a few othef half-digested situationist 
idczes to ncw age psychothcrapics—but, gce, those 
Yanks (znd Canadians) sure are inventive, ain't they? 
New age therapies came into the anarchist subculture 
largely thrcugh feminist, gay lib and rclatecd move- 
ments. The reason given for practicing these therapics 
is self-discovery and sclf-liberation. But all psycho- 
therapics—including those of humanist and “third 
force” psychologists—were developed to intcgrate 
people into society. When feminists. gay libcrationists 
znd similar groups began using hcrapcutic tech- 
niqucs, it helped intcgrate individ) sls into a common 
framework from which they would view the world and 
act on it. Anarcho-therapists have adapted such 
practices as meditation, play therapy, support groups 
and separate spaces. Mcditation is really just a form 
of cscape, without the physical damages of drinking 
or drugs. It cases the stresses of daily life, kecping 
them from becoming too much to bear. It can, thus, 
be uscful, but it is not self-libcrating. Play as therapy, 
like play as art, loses its subversive edge. Its parame- 
ters defined, it becomes a safc release, a letting off of 
steam, tether than a true breaking out with all the 
risks that involves. It docs not present a challenge to 
zuthority or the work ethic, because it is play safcly 
ensconced in the framework of productive usefulness 
and brings out the chaotic encrgy that could otherwise 
challenge authority within a safcly ordered frame- 
work. Support group therapy is a particular insidious 
form of sclf-deccption. A group of people get togeth- 
er to talk about a common problem, burden or 
oppression thcy supposedly share. This practice 
immediatcly removes the problem from the realm of 
daily life, of individual relationships and particular 
circumstances, into the realm of “our common op- 
pression” where it cao be fit into an idcological 
framework. Support gyoups are formed with a partic- 


ular purpose (otherwise, why ferm them?) which will: 


shape the workings of the group, bias the conclusions 


drawn znd mold the partiapants into the framework. 


of the group ideology. The creation of separate spaces 
(women's only, gay only, etc.) reinforces the worst 
Icndencics of support group therapy, by guarantecing 


that no ovtside clement can penctraté. Anarchists 
blithcly ignore the authoritarian and propertarian 
implications of this practice and its inbcrent bigotry, 
excusing them because it is the practice of an op- 
picssed group. All of these therapeutic forms separate 

ople from their daily life cxpericnce and place them 
in a scparate “therzpcutic” realm where thcy can be 
rcadily integrated into a particular social and ideologs- 
ca) framework. In the case of anarcho-thcrapists, it is 
the framework of the anarchist subculture and the 
rolc they play in it. 

Most of the pcople I've mct in the anarchist subcul- 
lure are sincere people. They truly want to rcbel 
against authority and destroy it. But thcy arc products 
of soccty, trained to distrust themselves and their 
desires and to fear the unknown. Finding a subculture 
in place with rolcs to which they can adapt them- 
selves, it is much casier to fall into the role or roles 
witb which they fcel most comfortable, secure io the 
knowlcdge that they are part of the rebel milicu, than 
to truly take the Icap in the dark of living for them- 
selves against socicty. And thcse “anarchist” rolcs plug 
into a social structure and a way of rclating to the 
world at large that are cqually esscntial to the anar- 
chist subculture and which also oced to be’ cxamined. 


Would it not be an anachronism to cultivate he 
taste for harbors, cenitudes, Systems?” 


he structure of the anarchist subculture is 
‘largely centered around publishing pro- 
jécts, bookstores, collective living situations and 
radical activism. These projects and the methods of 
running them that reproduce the subculture create 
the methods of anarchist “outreach.” What they create 
in many ways resembles an evangelical religious sect. 
Most of the projects that make up the structure of 
the anarchist subculture are run collectively using a 
process of consensus decision making. A few are the 
projects of single individuals occasionally helped out 
by fricnds. (On the fringe of the subculture are 
numerous flyer projects almost all of which are 
individual projects.) | am putting off a thorough 
critique of consensus for a later article. For now, lect 
it suffice to point out that the process of consensus 


-does require the subjection of the individual will to 


the will of the group as.a whole and the subjection of 
the immediate to the mediation of meetings and 
decision-making processes. It has an inhércotly: 
conservative bent, because it creates policies-that can 
only be changed if cveryone agrees to it. It is an 
invisible authority to which individuals are subjcet, 


which limits -the extent to which’ they question the 
project in which they are involved or the anarchist 
subculture. 

A lasge number of anarchists live on their own or 
.with lovers. But many see a collective living arrange- 
ment as better, sometimes for as simple a reason as 
cesing everyone's financial burdens (the reason which 
involves the fewcst illusions), but more often to create 
a living support group situation, to participate morc 
czsily in a common project or to “put theory into 
practice.” Having already dealt with support groups, 
1 will only edd that living together in a support group 
will tend to exaggerate all of the insulatory and 
ideological aspects of support group therapy. A 
collective living situation can certainly case some 
aspects of sharing a common project, from the 
financi:d to the trick of gctting pcople together to 
discuss the project. (can also incrcese the chances of 
the project becoming insulatory, fecding on itsclf, 
losing. necessary critical input. But it is those who 
claim to be “putting theory into practice’ in these 
‘living situations who are practicing the highest levcl of 
self-deception. Group living situations could possibly 
be a basis for exploring ncw ways of relating, but the 
scmi-permanence of such situations tends toward the 
creation of social toles and structures, and new 
explorations are not what the houscholds | know of 
are pursuing. The scparation between theory and 


practice implicd by the phrase “putting theory into 
practice” is evident in the rclative samencss of these 
living situations. Most anarchists belicve that there 
are certain principles that should govern the way 
people inter-relate. In their living collectives, land 
trusts and squats, they attempt to live by their princi- 
ples. Their living situations arc not thcoretico-practi- 
cal explorations into new ways of rclating, but rather, 
the submission of individuals to a pre-conccived social 
structure. These principles aré not put to the test in 
these situations, because the anarchist houschold is an 
insulatory situation, a kind of altcrnative reality in the 
midst of the world. With the exception of avarchist 
squats—which do, at Icast, present a challenge to the 
authority of landlords and propcrty—thcse houscholds 
relate to the world of extcrnal authoritics in the samc 
way everyone else does: paying their rent (or property 
tax) and bills, and working or collecting welfare. 
These households do little, if anything, toward under- 
mining society, but they offer a structure for people 
to live in that maintains their fecling of rcbelliousncss 
and the subculture which gives them a safe place to 
express this fccling. 


The various publishing projects (including periodi- 
cals) end bookstores arc the main sources of history, 
theory and information for the snarchist subculture. 
To some cmtent, these projects have to plug into the 
capitalist system and so rarely prctend to be inhcrent- 
ly revolutionary. When they are group projects, they 
are usually run by consensus on the absurd assump 
tion that there is something anarchistic about having 
to sit through long, boring mectings to work out the 
details of running a small business or producing 
niagazine or book. But the aspect of these projects 
that rcally bothers me is that they tend to become 
means Of defining the framework of thought in the 
anarchist subculture rather than a provocation to 
discuss and explore the nature of alienation and 
domination and how to go about destroying them. 10 
a larec extent this lack of provocation is inherent in 
what is publishcd. Most anarchist publications, 
whether books or pcriodicals, are uncritical reprints 
of old enarchist writings, uncritical historics, rehash. 
ing of Icftist opinions with a bit of anti-statism thrown 
in or uncritical modernizations of out-datcd anarchist 
ideas. Such writings reinforce certain standards and 
models of what it means to be an anarchist without 
questioning those modcls. Even those writings which 
do present a challenge rarcly secm to evoke the sort 
of intclligent, critical discussion that could be part ol 
a stimulating radical praxis. Rather, they are alse 
often taken as a source of standards, modcls, ways ol 
defining the paramctcrs of revolt. This stems, in part, 
from the nature of the printed word, which scems to 
have a permancnce about it that is not compatible 
with the fluid, living nature of thought or discussion. 
Most readers have trouble sccing through the printed 
word to the fluidity of thought behind it.So they react 
as though dealing with something: sacrcd—cithcr 
worshipping it or desecrating it. Neither scaction 
pleases me, because both signify that the idcas have 
becn rcified, have become commoditics in the mar- 
ketplace of idcas—an image tcinforced by the fact that 
these ideas are mostly to be found for sale in book- 
stores. Another aspect of anarchist: publication is 
propaganda. This is the advertising side of anarchism 
—the proof that it is largely just a commodity in the 
marketplace of ideas. Most anarchist propaganda is 
an attempt to crcate an image of anarchism that is 
allractive to whomever the propaganda is aimcd at. 
Thus, much of this literature secms to be aimed at 
casing pcople’s minds, at proving that anarchy isn't so 
extreme, that it doesn’t challenge people; it reassures 
them, showing them that they can continue to have 


secure, structured lives even after the anerchist 
revolution. Since most enarchist literzture, including 
this sort, is bought or stolen by enarchists, | wonder 
if it isn't really an.ettempt at self-rezsewence, end 
rcinforcement of the defining models of the subanl- 
ture. The structures which make anti-cuthoriterian: 
literature available could provide a nctwork for, 
challenging discussion zimed at creating znd mzin- 
taining a truly rebcllious praxis, but instead it creates 
a framework of modcls znd structures for people to 
follow-the “anarchist principles” to which so meny 
blindly cling—which reinforce the anarchist subculture. 

Radical activism is enother aspect of the pubbc 
image of the anarchist subculturc, particularly the 
militant wing. I largely involves participation in Icftist 
demonstrations, though occasionally anarchists will 
organize their own demonstration on a particular 
issuc. One motive bchind much of this activism is to 
win people over to anarchism. To eccomplish this, 
anarchists must scparate themselves as a definable 
entity and make themselves Sttractive to those they 
arc trying to convert. At prescat, most activism seems 
to be trying to attract youth and, particularly, punk 
vouth. So anarchists tend to be especially loud and 
rowdy at demonstrations, portraying an image of 
defiance and showing that anarchists mean “serious 


business.” Since other groups, like the R.C.P., also get | 


rowdy and dehant, anarchist militants have to make 
the distinction clear by loudly denouncing these 
groups and cven gclting into fights with them—ya! 
kinda have to wondcr about these enarchist militants, 


if their actions are so similar to Mezcist Lacks, that . 


they have to consciously put out ap cffort to distin- 
guish themselves. But cvangclism isn’t tbe only reason 
anarchists participate in these rituals of opposition. 
Many participate because it is the appropriate anas- 
chist thing to do. In their minds, “anarchist” is a role 
that involves a specific social activity. It is a subspe- 
cics of Icftist that is rowdicr and a bit more violcat 
than most. This allows them to scparate anarchy and 
tcbcllion from theirs daily lives. Questions like, “Docs. 
this activity help destroy domination, undcrmine the’ 
spectacle and create Erce life?” arc isrclevant since 
anarchism is by defined participation io militaot 
aclivitics, not by rebcllion against cverything that 
stands in the way of our freedom to cicate for our- 
sclvcs the lives we desire. As long as onc is active in 
Jcmonstrations in the right way, onc is a good anar- 
chist, upholding the image and maintaining the 
anarchist subculture. 

Though some of these structures~especially those 


dealing vith pubbicztion-bave potential for being part 
of a truly enerchic chzllenge to socicty, the anarchist 
subculture diverts theis coergy to meintain aod 
reproduce itself, The subculture offers us “harbors, 
certitudes, systems,” tending to make us czulious, 
Iceding us to cmbrace the known rather than face the 
zdvcoturc of. challenging the unknown. So anarchists 
and enti-zuthoritarians, thinking themsclvcs rebels, 
arc, in fact, the oncs who define the Limits of revolt 
and so recuperate it. The anarchist subculture has 
undcrmincd znaschy, turncd it into anotbcr commodi- 
ty on the ideological masketplace and so made it into 
another category of socicty. 
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The pout is precisely to stup cside, bo, 


diverge, absolutcty, from Uie nlc; to cap 
from the orcna with hysicncal verve; to 
clude forever the wops set clong the 
way...Long live the lmpossiblel? 


Ts Ieave a critique of the unar- 
chist subculture at cxamination 
of some of its’ more important 
roles and structures is to miss its 
Most important fault“ wo a 
Subculture. Subcultures constitute a 
particular sort of social phcnomcnon 
with particular traits. If those traits 
were conducive to rcbcllion, if they 
moved people to act for themselves, 
then it night be possible to rcform the 
anarchist subculture, but those traits, in 
fact, tend in the opposite dircction. 
There have becn so meny rcbel subcul- 
lurcs, so many bohcaias, all of them 
tccupcratcd. This clcasly indicatcs tbat 
there is somcthing inhcrcat in subcul- 
turcs (bat kecps them from prcscating 
a ical challenge to the sodcty of which 
they are a part. Let me try to craminc 
why. : 

Jn order for a subculture to caist, its 
paraincters must be defincd in a way 
that distinguishes it from othcs groups 
in socicty. Because a subculturc is not 
an official of Icgal cotity, these patame- 
(crs necd not be in sny official ot scadi- 
ly Ucfinable form. Most oftcn they arc 
underlying, iohcrcot ip the nature of the 
subculture, consisting of sharcd valucs, 
shared ‘idcals, sbarcd customs and 
sharcd systems of ‘relating. This mcang 
that participation in a subculture rc- 
quics a certain Ievcl of conformity. 
This docs not rule out disagsccmcots 
about the inte: pretation of those para- 
mcicrs—such disagrecmcats can be very 
intcnse, since those involved will sce 
themsclves as upboldcrs of the rcal 
valucs of tbe group. But the rcal thrcat 
to any subculture is the individual who 
tcfluscs paramctcrs. Such a onc is dan- 
pcrous, amoral, a threat to all. What 
the parameters of a subculture cally 


amounl to is its sysicm of morabity. It 

tovidcs a way for the subculture to sce 
itsclf as superior to socicty in gcocral. 
It, thus, ccates a mcthod for rclating to 
olbcrs through gui) aod sclif-rightcous- 
ocss, two of autborily’s favorile weap- 
oas The cxisicoce and mainicaance of 
a subculture thus scquiscs an internal 
iccd autborily.to maintain itscll. 


The cicatioo of paramcicrs wall Icad 


>to an intolerance towards those per- 


ccived as dectricvably outside the pasa- 
mctcrs—cspedally if they arc competi- 
tors ov some level (c.g. the R.CP., 
S.W.P., and the like, to anarchists), but 
it also Icads toward a tolcration of 
Cvcryonc peiccived as part of onc’s 
subculture. Duc to differcat intcrpreta- 
tions of the paramctcrs of the subcul- 
lure, arguincots end fights, somictimncs 
cvcn vidous oncs, arc possible, but 
there is still a certain unity that is rcc- 
ognized and tcnds to kecp disagrcc- 
meats within a ccrlain framework. Sucb 
tolcrance is ncccssary to maintain the 
subcullurc. It also has the cficct of 
scducing cvcrything to a Icvcl of mun- 
danc mcdiociily. Eatremes arc permil- 
tcd only to the catcnt that they can be 
Ucvitaliged, that they can be kept from 
prescnling any ical challenge to the 
subculture. Communication is dc- 
stroycd, because the passion is takcn 
out of it—cxcc pt for a very stylizcd pas- 
sion in conformity with the nceds of the. 
subcuhure. Tact, caution and poliicncss 
are the order of the day in ordcr to 
maintain the *unity within diversity” of 
the subculture. Conflicts icnad to be- 
comc tilualized and predictable. -In the 
anarchist subculturc in particular, tcre 
arc sarcly any facc-to-facc, honcst and 

assionatc conflicts. Instcad facc-to-face 
intcractions have the gloss of the pulitc- 
ncss and subcultural situal, of solcrance, 
and 9 arc, as oftcn as not, boring. 
Learning to sclatc through ritual, 
through tad, (brough sodal masks, has 
Icft us ignorant of how to rclate frecly. 
But without these rituals of tolcration, 
a subculture cannot muintaio itsclf, 
becouse like socicty at large, a subcul- 
turc tcquires conformity, social harmo- 
py and the supprcssion of individual 


passions for its continucd cusicace. 


In rclating to people outside, subcul- 
turcs (cad to opt for cithcr a sort of 
scpasatism—minimalizing contad with 
the outside world—or cvangclism—scck- 
ing to win pcople over to the pcrspec- 
live of the subculturc. Since tbe anar- 
chis subculture is decidedly cvangclis- 
lic, it is Uhis tha! I'l) dcal witb. AJ cvan-' 
gclistic groups, fromthe Baptists to the 
RCP, from the Moonics to the anar- 
chis! subculture, orc 60 because they 
are coovinecd that thcy bave the ap- 
swors to the csscolial problems of the 


world. Convincing others of this, be- 
comes a inajor motive behind the ac- 
tions of those vwathin such subcultures. 
They act and speak so as to prcscnt ap 
unage of sclf-assurance as well as a 
Lind of solidarity with those whom they 
wish to win over. Individuals within 
such subcultures do not live for them- 
sclves but for the idcal, the answer that 
they are so certain will curc all. They 
live, of try to live, up to a cenain im- 
age, and so are conformists. 

The basics of the anarchist subcultusc 
is an idealization of anarchy. Bascd on 
modcls from the past-the Spanish Rev- 
olution, Enrico Malatesta, Makhno, 
clc—end visions of the futurc, anarchy is 
madc into an idcal futurc socicly which 
will enswee all the cssential questions 
about human sclations. It becomes a 
cospel to which to win people, a pod to 
which onc can sacrifice oncsclf. NW de- 
fines the paramctcrs of thought and 
ection for the anarchist subculturc, 
crcaling a ccrlain samicncss in the way 
anarchists live, play and cxprcss them- 
selves. Idcalizcd,, anarchy loscs all 
conncclion to prescat lived ecality and 
becomcs a mcans of enforcing confor- 
mily, tolerance and propricty, guaran. 
(ccing the mainicnance of the anarchist 
subculture. 

Because of the nature of subcultures, 
the anarchist subculiurc can only cxust 
by rcmoving anarchy and tchcllion from 
the terrain of our prescnt day lives and 
turning them into idcals with coree- 
sponding ‘social roles. Wo will praisc 
“spontancity’ while defining its contcnt 
and, thercby, suppressing it. Free cx- 
pression of passions and desitcs arc not 
cncouraged, in fad, quite olicn the 
opposite. Within its own framework, the 
anarchist subculturc is quite conscrva- 
tive, ils Own mainicnance being its lop 
priority. Every new caploration and 
experimentation is a threat to its cxas- 
tence and must be quickly dcfined, 
limited and rccupceatcd by it. This 
explains both the absurd, defensive 
rcactions of certain anarchisis to morc 
daring thcorclical cxplorations, as well 
as the tendency for these caplorations 
to remain in a scalm of scparatcd theo- 
ry, of theory without practice. A subcul- 
ture is a place for sccurity, for safety, 
for finding social rolcs and sysicms of 
tclationships by which one can dcfinc 
onc’s self, not a place foe fice ¢xplora- 


tion and cncountcring the unknown. 
The anarchist subculture, then, cannot 
be an cxpression of Lived anarchy and 


tchcllion, but can oly be soccly’s way - 


of defining, limiting and recupcsating 
them. As children of soccty, we arc all 
well-vcrscd in distrusting ourschvcs, in 
fcaring the unknown, in preferring 
sccurily to frecdom. It is no surprise 
that we so casily fall-into activitics that 
ercate and maintain a subculture. But 
it’s long past time that we admit that 
this is just our way of fitting into the 
socicly we claim to hate, of creating a 
niche for oursclves in ils structurc. For 
this subculture ts not a rcal challenge to 
socicly; it is mercly a loyal opposition 
whose rulcs-like all rulcs—are just a 
subsct of the rulcs of socicty. 


So the time has come to throw cau- 
tion to the wind, to diverge absolutcly, 
as the surrcalists say, from all rules, to 
Icap from the arena of the anarchist 
subculturc—or to tcar the arcna down. 
Always there will be those demanding 
to know what we'll put in its place, but 
Uic point is: precisely to put nothing in 
ils placc. The problem, the weakness of 
those of us who've claimed to apposc 
authority, has been our nccd to have an 
authority inside our heads, an answer, a 
way to keep oursclycs in linc. We have 


pot trusted oarschves, and so af those 
momcats when anarchy has actoally 
broten forth, when authority bas tcm- 


y broken dwn opeary all posti- 


iTitica, we have not dared ‘to. ceplare. 


the onknown, to fve our desircs and 
pasdons. Instead we have channelled 
our tchellion into sysicms and mcthod- 
» Ologics which turn it from rebellion into 
the mere image of rebellion, but which 
kecp us safe from evcr having to con- 
front our rcal passions and dcsircs, 
The refusal of authority, the refusal 
of all constraints, must include the 
rcfusal of the anarchist subculturc, for 
it is a form of authority, With this sup- 
port gonc, we asc Icft with nothing—but 
oursclvcs. As transicnt, cver-changing, 
passionate individuals, we cach become 
the only basis for acating our Gves and 
Opposing socicly as it strives to force 
our lives into its mold. Rebellion ccases 
-fo be a role and instcad becomes ofr 
momcnt-by-moment refusal to Ict our 
lives be stolen from us. Anarchy caascs 
to be an idcal and ‘becomes the havoc 
we wicak on authority, which ‘undcr- 
mincs it and opcns possibilitics, ncw 
tcalms of cxploration for us. To rcalize 


this, we have to ccase to think as vic- * 


tins and begin to act as crcators. The 
ocgalive paranoia that permcatcs the 
way we rclatc to the world nccds to be 


rejected so that we can accuratcly as- 
sess“ the strengths and weakncsscs of 
soacty as we.confroat it in our daily 
ries and can micflgratly anderminc © 
POsilive parancu—s recognition thal 
and the hell it puts os through 
are trations and thal the world is 
full of wonder and beauty, that within it 
all of our decpest Ucsires and morc can 
be casily realizcd—needs to be cultivat- 
ed. Then we will dare to facc the un- 
known, to relate to cach othcr frecly 
and passionately, avoiding merc tolcra- 
Gon and acccpting honcst conflict. We 
will dare to oppose soccly from the 
strength of ou own desircs, drcams and 
lust for life. We'll refuse casy answers, 
systcms and sccurity for the prisons 
thcy arc, preferring the freedom found 
in Cestatically exploring the unknown, 
the adventure of discovery of the world 
of wonder that authority trics to deny 
us. What has been denicd us, we must 
take, and we take it not by conforming 
to a subculture, but by plunging head 
first into the unknown, by taking the 
risk of Icaving behind all that has sup- 
presscd us no maticr how comfortable 
and rebelling totally against socicty. 
“Eventing is always and automatically 
to be risked absolutely. One knows, at 
least, Urot ie Uvead one finds inthe 
fabyrinih must lead elsewhere.” 


